Synallaxis whitneyi Pacheco and Gonzaga, 1995, was described from specimens collected in Bahia, Brazil. Some years later, following analysis of the specimens used by Wied (1831) to describe Synallaxis cinereus, Whitney and Pacheco (2001) considered S. whitneyi a junior synonym of S. cinereus because three of the specimens in Wied's series were identical to those collected in Bahia by Pacheco and Gonzaga (1995) . They also designated a lectotype for Synallaxis cinereus. Our analysis of the description of Synallaxis cinereus reveals that Wied was merely providing a new name for Parulus ruficeps Spix, 1824, to avoid problems of homonymy (Wied 1831). The International Code of Zoological Nomenclature is explicit in such cases, stating that if an author proposes a new species-group name as a replacement (nomen novum) for an earlier available one, then the two names are objective synonyms and have the same name-bearing type. Thus, the syntypes of S. cinereus are the specimens previously used by Spix in describing Parulus ruficeps and not those used by Wied (1831) in his description (and subsequently referred to as syntypes in the literature). The lectotype of Synallaxis cinereus proposed by Whitney and Pacheco (2001) 
Introduction
The Bahia Spinetail is a long-overlooked species confined to montane southeastern Bahia, Brazil (where principally known from Boa Nova). It was described by Pacheco and Gonzaga (1995) as Synallaxis whitneyi. The same authors recognized that the name Synallaxis cinereus Wied, 1831, which had been long considered a synonym of S. ruficapillus Vieillot, 1819 , might pertain to their "new" species, but were uncertain of its application.
Subsequently, Whitney and Pacheco (2001) reanalyzed the nomenclatural issue and, found that Wied's supposed type series of S. cinereus was, in fact, a composite of three species, including the Bahia Spinetail, from which Whitney and Pacheco selected a lectotype that resulted in S. whitneyi becoming a junior synonym of S. cinereus. This proposition was rapidly followed by the ornithological community (Ribon et al. 2002; Dickinson 2003; Remsen 2003) .
However, it was not appreciated that Wied's name, S. cinereus, was actually proposed as a replacement name for Parulus ruficeps Spix, 1824; thus his supposed series of syntypes lacks nomenclatural status, and the fate of S. cinereus is inextricably bound to that of P. ruficeps.
Our purpose here is to review the nomenclatural treatment of Synallaxis whitneyi, following the current rules of the International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999) .
Methods
We analyzed all specimens related to this taxonomic issue, including Wied's type series (syntypes of Synallaxis cinereus) held at the American Museum of Natural History, New York (AMNH 6811-6815 and 5204), the holotype and paratypes of S. whitneyi at the 
Results
Previous discussion of the status of Synallaxis whitneyi with regard to S. cinereus Wied, 1831 (Pacheco & Gonzaga 1995: 10; Whitney & Pacheco 2001: 34) , has concentrated on Wied's specimens, specifically that his series comprised more than one species (AMNH 6811-13 are Synallaxis whitneyi; AMNH 6814 and 6815 refer to the Synallaxis frontalis, and AMNH 5204 is a Synallaxis albescens Temminck, 1823).
In our perusal of the description of Synallaxis cinereus, our attention was immediately drawn to a reference to the plate of Parulus ruficeps Spix, 1824 (p. 85, pl. 86) , made by Wied prior to the morphological description of his "new species", to which a crossreference is also made on Wied's original specimen label (Fig. 1) . In the final paragraph, Wied explains that "he was giving a new name to Spix's species because he considered the name "ruficeps" inappropriate as it could equally 'fit' many other species. Wied goes on to state that, given Spix's failure to take account of names erected by others, he (Wied) regarded it as a legitimate action to change the specific name in the present case ("Spix fails to consider himself compromised by names erected by others and ignores those proposed by other authors, such that I believe that I am entitled to amend the specific name because the name ruficeps fits several of these birds and is therefore rejected" 1 ). Wied's concern was valid because Lichtenstein (1823: 42) had just described Sphenura ruficeps, which would subsequently be considered a junior synonym of Synallaxis ruficapilla Vieillot, 1819 (Gray 1840 Burmeister 1856: 39; Sclater 1856 Sclater : 97, 1862 Sclater : 150, 1890 Cabanis 1866: 307; Cory & Hellmayr 1925: 75; Vaurie 1971: 520) . As Parulus Spix, 1824, would also be merged with Synallaxis Vieillot, 1818 (e.g. Gray 1840), Synallaxis ruficeps (Lichtenstein, 1823) and Synallaxis ruficeps (Spix, 1824) would inevitably became secondary homonyms. This situation was avoided by Wied who proposed a new name for Parulus ruficeps Spix, 1824, namely Synallaxis cinereus.
"Wenn ich auch gänzlich davon absehe, dass Spix den grossen Fehler beging, sich nirgends an die von andern gegebenen Benennungen zu binden, indem er bei keinem einzigen Thiere der übrigen Schriftsteller gedenkt, so habe ich mich hier selbst berechtiget geglaubt, den Trivialnamen abzuändern, indem die Benennung ruficeps auf mehrere dieser Vögel passt, daher zu verwerfen ist"
(Wied 1831: 689).
ZOOTAXA
The International Code of Zoological Nomenclature (ICZN 1999, article 72.7) states that if "an author proposes a new species-group name expressly as a replacement (a nomen novum) for an earlier available one, then the two names are objective synonyms; both the nominal taxa they denote have the same name-bearing type despite any simultaneous restriction or application of the new replacement name (nomen novum) to particular specimens or any contrary designation of type, or any different taxonomic usage of the new replacement name". (2001) is also invalid, because "if it is demonstrated that a specimen designated as a lectotype was not a syntype, it loses its status of lectotype" (ICZN 1999, article 74.2) . Therefore, the synonymization of Synallaxis whitneyi Pacheco and Gonzaga, 1995 , with Synallaxis cinereus Wied, 1831 , proposed by Whitney and Pacheco (2001 , is also invalid.
The type series of Synallaxis cinereus and Parulus ruficeps comprised two syntypes, one male (destroyed during the Second World War), identified as Synallaxis spixi by Sclater (1856 Sclater ( , 1862 Sclater ( , 1890 and one female, which is also one of the syntypes of Synallaxis frontalis Pelzeln, 1859, held It is worth mentioning that from a morphological perspective, S. whitneyi is easily distinguishable from S. spixi and S. frontalis by plumage characters (Remsen 2003) .
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